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MODELLING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GENDER, GOALS AND BUSINESS 
OUTCOMES 
 
John Watson, The University of Western Australia, Australia 





The aim of this study was to test a holistic framework for assessing new venture performance 
outcomes that incorporates the impact of gender on internal resource availability (human, financial 
and social capital) and how, in turn, this impacts: the entrepreneurs’ goals; the investment (both 
money and time) they make in their new ventures; and the performance outcomes of those 
ventures. Our results indicate that a majority of the paths examined (using structural equation 
modeling) are significant and in the expected direction. For example: an entrepreneur’s human 
capital (comprising management work experience, start-up experience and industry experience) is 
significantly related to her/his growth goal (in terms of employee numbers); the entrepreneur’s 
growth goal is positively related to the time invested in the new venture; and the time invested in 




There has been a long debate over the relative performances of female and male entrepreneurs 
(Brush 1992; Cliff 1998; de Bruin et al. 2006; Fischer et al. 1993; Minniti and Arenius 2003).  
Initially differences were noted in the size of male versus female businesses (Fischer 1992; Fischer 
et al. 1993), their speed of growth (Fischer et al. 1993), and their financial performance (Klapper 
and Parker 2011), or in all of these dimensions (Minitti et al. 2005).  In their review of prior 
studies examining firm performance, Klapper and Parker (2011, p.7) conclude that “women 
entrepreneurs tend to underperform relative to their male counterparts.”  However, it has been 
argued that differences in the performances of female- and male-owned firms disappear when 
performance measures that adjust for firm size and risk are adopted and the analysis incorporates 
important demographic variables; such as the business’s age and industry (Robb and Watson 
2012; Zolin et al. 2013).  
 
Further, it has been suggested that when assessing firm performance it is important to consider 
the goals of the owner because goal theory suggests that “goals serve a directive function; they 
direct attention and effort toward goal-relevant activities and away from goal-irrelevant activities” 
 
 
(Locke and Latham 2002, p.706). This view is supported by the literature; for example, Buttner 
and Moore (1997, p.34) discovered that female small business owners measured success in terms 
of “self-fulfilment and goal achievement.” Interestingly, focusing on goal achievement may help 
to explain recent research suggesting that women tend to be just as satisfied with their business 
outcomes as men, despite their comparatively poorer financial performance (Jennings and Brush 
2013; Weber and Geneste 2014). 
 
Ahl (2006, p.597) also notes that the results of much prior research suggests that “the 
differences between individuals, even within the same sex, are invariably much larger than the 
average difference, if any, between the sexes.” Indeed several studies, based on data from the 
Global Economic Monitor, have indicated that “women are influenced by many of the same 
factors that affect men when making entrepreneurial decisions” (Minniti and Arenius 2003, p.3) 
and, similarly, “female and male entrepreneurial activity rates are influenced by the same factors 
and in the same direction” (Verheul et al. 2006, p.151). This suggests that, rather than focusing 
exclusively on gender differences, a better understanding of the factors that impact firm 
performance might be more helpful to policy makers and those with an interest in promoting new 
venture development. Consistent with this philosophy, Watson et al. (2014) developed a 
framework for assessing entrepreneurial outcomes that focuses on goals, performance outcomes 
and owner satisfaction. In this framework individual attributes (including gender) are included 
together with external environmental factors, owner goals, and resource availability to provide a 
more holistic framework that the authors believe will “help researchers, policy makers and 
advisors to better understand, and assess, entrepreneurial motivations and outcomes” (Watson et 
al. 2014, p.forthcoming). 
 
The aim of this study, therefore, is to test (in part) the framework advanced by Watson et al. 
(2014) using data from a longitudinal sample of 80 female-controlled and 120 male-controlled 
new Australian ventures. In the next section we provide a brief review of the literature that gave 
rise to the hypotheses we test.  This is followed by a description of the data and methods used to 
test our hypotheses. Our results are then presented and discussed. We conclude with a summary of 
our key findings and their implications, together with the study’s limitations and suggestions for 
future research.  
 
LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 
 
In this section we develop a number of hypotheses based on the framework advanced by 
Watson et al. (2014). In summary, as highlighted in Figure 1 and discussed in more detail below, 
we examine three key factors that could potentially mediate the relationship between gender and 
new venture performance outcomes, namely: internal resources/constraints; new venture goals; 
and business inputs (money and time). In terms of new venture goals and performance outcomes 
our focus is on employment growth. 
 
Insert Figure 1 about here 
 
The impact of gender on internal resources/constraints 
Prior research suggests there are significant differences between men and women in terms of 
the internal resources (human, financial and social capital) they have available when launching a 
new venture and this, in turn, is likely to impact the goals they set for their business and, 
ultimately, the performance of their new venture. It is argued that socially constructed and learned 
ideas concerning gender and entrepreneurship may be (at least partially) responsible for the lower 
 
 
levels of human, financial and social capital accrued by women (compared to men) and this, in 
turn, could influence the kinds of ventures men and women start and their “subsequent 
development” (Gupta et al. 2009, p.398). 
 
Human capital includes the entrepreneur's knowledge, which could have been acquired through 
education, experience or both (Bhagavatula et al. 2010). Carter et al. (2003) suggest that where an 
individual’s human capital is closely associated with their proposed new venture it is more likely 
that their business will be a success. The basis for this proposition is that “people are more 
confident about task performance when they believe they have sufficient skill due to experience or 
deliberate practice” (Baum and Locke 2004, p.591). Besides education and training, potential 
entrepreneurs also derive human capital from prior work and start-up experience (Carter et al. 
2003). In terms of gender differences, research suggests that (compared to their male counterparts) 
female entrepreneurs typically have fewer years of management/business experience (see, for 
example, Belcourt et al. 1991; Fischer 1992; Hisrich and Brush 1984; van Hulten 2012; Watkins 
and Watkins 1983) and this, therefore, is likely to impact their entrepreneurial self-efficacy. 
Further, Dempsey and Jennings (2014) report that female students possess less entrepreneurial 
self-efficacy than male students; suggesting that females start their working lives with lower levels 
of entrepreneurial self-efficacy and this is also likely to have an impact on their goals should they 
decide to start a new venture.  It should also be noted that, compared to men, the time women are 
able to commit to a new venture will often be limited due to family responsibilities (Achtenhagen 
and Tillmar 2013; Jennings and McDougald 2007; Treanor 2009) and, in turn, this will “impact 
their business goals and outcomes” (Watson et al. 2014, p.forthcoming). 
 
In terms of financial capital, research suggests that gendered stereotypical beliefs and 
expectations (Gupta et al. 2009) might limit the ability of women to: generate personal savings; 
have credit histories attractive to resource providers; and/or engage the interest of loan officers, 
angel investors, and venture capitalists (see, for example, Carter and Rosa 1998; Gatewood et al. 
2003; Marlow and Patton 2005; Riding and Swift 1990). To the extent that this is true it will mean 
that women seeking to start a new venture are likely to have less financial capital available, 
compared to their male counterparts.   
 
With respect to social capital, theory suggests that through networking owners can (cost-
effectively) gain access to resources not under their control and this, in turn, can potentially 
increase their firm’s chances of ‘success’ (Carter et al. 2003; Watson 2007, 2012). Further, prior 
research argues that because many women enter entrepreneurship from a domestic or non-
managerial background it is “plausible that their personal network contacts are less well-developed 
than those of male entrepreneurs” (Cromie and Birley 1992, p.240). Cromie and Birley (1992) 
note that networks are the product of personal drive and historical experiences, and the social 
structure and domestic duties of many women might result in female entrepreneurs having fewer 
networks than their male counterparts. As Munch et al. (1997) explain, housework and 
childrearing are extremely lonely forms of work and this isolation results in many women having 
limited network contacts compared to men. Even where women move directly from paid 
employment into self-employment, it is likely they will have fewer network contacts because 
females typically occupy lower level positions within the organizations they leave, compared to 
the typical male. 
 
In summary, it would appear there is considerable prior theory and research suggesting that 
(compared to their male counterparts) female entrepreneurs are likely to have less internal 






H1:  Female entrepreneurs will have less human, financial and social capital available 
when launching a new venture compared to male entrepreneurs.  
 
The impact of internal resources/constraints on new venture goals  
 
Establishing a new venture requires substantial resources (in the form of human, financial and 
social capital) and expectancy theory suggests that if a person feels they have the necessary 
resources to be successful in business they are “more likely to start their own venture” (Minniti 
and Nardone 2007, p.236). It seems reasonable to suggest, therefore, that access to appropriate 
resources not only “informs the likelihood that a person starts a new business” (De Clercq et al. 
2013, p.305) but will also impact both the goals they set for their new venture and the venture’s 
performance outcomes. For example, Cooper et al. (1994, p.371) report that human capital 
influences new venture survival and growth, and Winborg and Landstrom (2001) note that 
financial problems (lack of funds) constrains the development and growth of many new ventures.  
More specifically, Bates (1990, p.551) found that highly educated owners employing larger 
financial capital inputs “are more likely to create viable, lasting firms than poorly educated cohorts 
whose financial capital inputs are less bountiful.” Recent studies by Dempsey and Jennings 
(2014), Harrison et al. (2014), Lofstrom et al. (2013), Logan (2014) and Nguyen et al. (2014) 
serve to further illustrate how entrepreneurial goals are impacted by a person’s human, financial 
and social capital.   
 
It would seem, therefore, that the internal resources a person has at their disposal (real or 
perceived) is likely to impact both their decision to start a new venture and, should they choose to 
proceed down this path, the growth goal they set for their venture. More specifically, individuals 
starting new ventures with less human, financial and social capital are likely to set more modest 
growth goals for their businesses, compared to individuals starting ventures with more available 
internal resources. Hence we propose: 
 
H2:  An entrepreneur’s new venture growth goal will be determined by her/his available 
human, financial and social capital. 
 
The effect of an entrepreneur’s growth goal on the inputs (money and time) devoted to a new 
venture 
 
Having established a new venture, the individual’s growth goal for their business will, in turn, 
determine the inputs (money and time) they need to invest to achieve their desired outcome 
(Watson et al. 2014).  As noted by Orser and Hogarth-Scott (2002, p.297), venture growth is the 
“result of a well-defined and rational goal and of the actions that owners undertake to accomplish 
this goal.” Further, the importance of properly understanding an owner’s goals prior to assessing 
new venture performance outcomes is summed up in the following quote by Cooper (1993, p.241): 
 
many entrepreneurs pursue personal goals, some of which are non-economic in 
nature.  Thus, decisions about whether to found ventures, about how vigorously 
to grow them, or about whether or not to close down marginal businesses are all 
influenced by the personal values of entrepreneurs.  
 
As noted by Cliff (1998), venture growth is not a naturally occurring phenomenon but, rather, 
it is the product of the entrepreneur’s motivations and intentions.  Further, Cliff (1998, p.523) 
 
 
suggests that female owners are more likely than their male counterparts to take a managed 
approach to growing their firms, preferring to “adopt a slow and steady rate of expansion,” and to 
set lower growth thresholds to ensure their business remains at a size the owner is comfortable 
managing.  In support of this proposition, Robb and Watson (2012) report that (compared to male 
owners) female owners worked fewer hours per week in, and committed fewer financial resources 
to, their new ventures. Hence we propose: 
 
H3:  An entrepreneur’s new venture growth goal will determine the level of inputs (money 
and time) they invest in their new venture. 
 
The effect of inputs (money and time) on new venture performance outcomes/outputs 
 
Fasci and Valdez (1998) found that the number of hours dedicated to working in a business on 
a weekly basis contributed significantly to firm performance. Similarly, recent studies suggest that 
the reason male-owned ventures appear to outperform female-owned ventures is because of the 
larger inputs (money and time) typically invested by male owners (Robb and Watson 2012; 
Watson 2002). The studies by Robb and Watson (2012) and Watson (2002) clearly highlight the 
importance of relating venture outcomes/outputs to key business inputs when assessing firm 
performance. Similarly, Robb and Fairlie (2007, p.47) report that lower levels of start-up capital 
among black businesses “appear to also limit their ability to grow and succeed.” 
 
It would seem, therefore, that having more resources available to invest in a new venture is likely 
to be “better for new venture survival and growth compared to having fewer resources” (Vanacker 
et al. 2011, p.681). Hence we propose:  
 
H4:  Business inputs (money and time) are positively related to new venture performance 
outcomes.  
 




We use CAUSEE (Comprehensive Australian Study of Entrepreneurial Emergence) data on a 
representative sample of 559 respondents who owned (or partly owned) a young firm (less than 
four years old). CAUSEE is a panel study that follows nascent and young firms over time. The 
firms were identified via random digit dialing phone interviews of over 30,000 Australian 
households. Young firms were defined as businesses that were: four years or younger at the time 
of the screening interview; had already experienced a 12-month period with revenues exceeding 
costs for at least half of the time; and were sole or co-owned. Applying this procedure, 1,058 
young firms were identified and of these 559 owners completed the first round interview in 2007 
(wave 1). Three subsequent interviews were scheduled at 12 monthly intervals (Waves 2, 3 and 4). 
In this study, we use a subsample of 309 firms that were still active in the market at the time of the 
third survey (W3). Although, the procedure of focusing on firms that have valid data in all waves 
is standard procedure in studies analyzing panel data sets (e.g. Robb and Watson, 2012) it comes 
at the expense of excluding firms that exit the market early. This could potentially bias our 
findings if the survival rate of male-owned firms differs from that of female-owned firms. 
However, Zolin et al. (2013), analyzing the same CAUSEE data set, report that firm survival is not 
significantly correlated with gender. Note that a business was classified as female-owned if all the 
owners were female. Similarly, a business was classified as male-owned if all the owners were 
 
 
male. All businesses with a mixed gender ownership structure were excluded from the analysis. 





Measurement of the variables we use to assess the relationships outlined in Figure 1 are 
discussed below. Note that we make full use of the longitudinal nature of the data set by using data 
on internal resources and new venture goals from Wave 1 of the data collection process; while the 
information regarding money and time inputs comes from Wave 2 and new venture performance 
outcomes from Wave 3. 
 
Internal resources (W1): Internal resources were measured by the owners’ human, financial 
and social capital. The owners’ human capital was assessed on the basis of their collective 
management, start-up and industry work experience. Financial capital was measured as the amount 
of financial resources provided to the new venture by non-owners.  Social capital was measured on 
the basis of the number of major sources of help (in terms of information/advice) the owners had 
accessed (from a list of 14 possible sources). 
 
New venture goals (W1): We focus on growth (in terms of the number of employees) as our 
key new venture goal (and performance outcome measure) because Baum and Locke (2004, 
p.588) argue that “growth is a measurable and well-understood venture goal” that represents “the 
essence of entrepreneurship.” An entrepreneur’s growth goal was assessed by asking the 
respondent how many employees were expected to be working in the business in five years time. 
 
Money and time inputs (W2): Money input was measured as the amount of financial resources 
invested in the new venture by the owners during the last 12 months. This included any external 
funds that were raised for this purpose. Time input was measured as the hours per week the 
owners were currently working in their new ventures.  
 
New venture performance outcome (W3): The performance outcome for each new venture was 
assessed on the basis of the number of employees working in the business at the time of the third 
survey.  
 
Industry (W1): As a basic control for potential industry effects we use a binary variable taking 




To test the hypothesized path model we employ a path analysis technique using WarpPLS vs. 4.0 
(Kock 2013) with partial least square estimation (henceforth referred to as SEM-PLS). SEM-PLS 
in combination with panel data allows for testing causal relationships between variables allowing 
multi-step paths and mediating effects (Baron and Kenny 1986; Gefen et al. 2000). Traditionally, 
SEM-PLS uses two models: a measurement model that relates measured variables to the 
associated latent variables; and a structural model showing the hypothesized relationships between 
those latent variables. SEM-PLS provides estimations for the loading of the latent variables and 
the path coefficients for the relationships between the latent variables. Model paths are tested for 
significance by bootstrapping (number of data re-samples used = 100). Mediation effects are 








Table 1 presents the summary statistics and correlation matrix for the variables examined in 
this study. As can be seen from Table 1, female entrepreneurs typically have significantly less 
industry, management and start-up experience compared to their male counterparts and they are 
also like to invest significantly less time in their new ventures. The results also indicate (as 
expected) that both money and time inputs are significantly positively correlated with new venture 
growth; as is the entrepreneur’s growth goal. 
 
Insert Table 1 about here 
 
Figure 2 presents our SEM-PLS results. The overall model fit is very good. The average path 
coefficient is 0.231 (p < 0.001), the average R-squared is 0.160 (p < 0.01) and the average 
adjusted R-squared is 0.154 (p < 0.01). The Tenenhaus GoF is 0.392 and Sympson's paradox ratio 
is 1.000. 
 
Insert Figure 2 about here 
 
As expected (H1), female entrepreneurs have less available human capital (p < 0.01) and 
financial capital (p < 0.1). However, we do not find a significant relationship between gender and 
social capital. H2 postulated that an entrepreneur’s growth goal will be determined by their 
available human, financial and social capital. We can confirm this hypothesis with respect to 
human capital (p < 0.01) and social capital (p < 0.05), but not financial capital (p > 0.1). This 
finding suggests that entrepreneurs with more human and social capital have more ambitious 
growth goals. In H3 we hypothesized a positive relationship between an entrepreneur’s growth 
goal and her/his subsequent investment (both money and time) in the new venture. As expected, 
entrepreneurs with more ambitious growth goals invested both more money (p < 0.001) and time 
(p< 0.001) in their new ventures. Finally, H4 hypothesizes a positive relationship between the 
investment of money and time in a new venture and the venture’s growth and, again, our results 




Although contrary to H1, our finding of no difference in the social (networking) capital of 
female and male entrepreneurs is consistent with the argument advanced by Cromie and Birley 
(1992, p.249) that “[w]omen may well recognize their deficiencies in the area of network contacts 
and proceed to develop them vigorously.” The finding is also consistent with Watson’s (2012) 
finding of little difference in the networks accessed by male and female SME owners. 
 
The lack of a relationship between available financial capital and an entrepreneur’s growth 
goal is a little more puzzling. We suggest this finding might be related to the variable used to 
measure available financial capital; namely, the amount of capital provided to the new venture by 
non-owners. In the absence of any information concerning the available financial capital of the 
new venture owners themselves we felt that the amount of capital others were prepared to invest in 
the business would be a reasonably proxy for the amount of funds the owners were likely to have 





Apart from these two exceptions, the findings we present are consistent with our expectations 
based on goal setting theory. Individuals with lower growth expectations for their new ventures 
invest less money and time in their businesses and, consequently, their ventures grow more slowly 
than those established by entrepreneurs with more ambitious growth goals. The theoretical 
implications flowing from this study indicate that the examination of gender differences in 
entrepreneurship should focus more on goals and goal achievement (for both male and female 
entrepreneurs), rather than focusing purely on financial outcomes. Further, our results suggest that 
the provision of services and training to individuals involved in establishing new ventures should 




In summary, our findings support the proposition that when assessing new venture 
performance outcomes it is important to pay due regard to the owners goals and the money and 
time they invest in their new ventures. As argued by Davis and Shaver (2012, p.495) the growth 
intentions of the founder(s) of a business is likely to be the “chief contributor to the future growth 
of a firm.” Our findings also suggest that females may set lower growth goals for their new 
ventures because they generally have less available human capital (in the form of management, 
start-up, and industry experience). As noted by Morris et al. (2006, p.221), “growth is a deliberate 
choice and ... women have a clear sense of the costs and benefits of growth and make careful 
trade-off decisions.” A key implication that follows from our findings is that a “person-centered 
perspective on entrepreneurship that focuses less on business owners' sex than on how they may 
meet their legitimate needs for socioemotional as well as status-based career satisfiers while 
achieving success on their own terms should be encouraged” (Eddleston and Powell 2008, p.245-
6). Such an approach would be in keeping with the call by Jennings and Brush (2013, p.693) for 
“[g]reater recognition of the fact that many entrepreneurs pursue goals beyond economic gain.” 
 
There are two important limitations that we need to acknowledge. First, as noted earlier, the 
proxy variable we use to assess a person’s available financial capital was not ideal and may have 
led to our finding of no association between an individual’s available financial capital and the 
growth goal they set for their new venture. Second, as our data relates to only one country it might 
be inappropriate to generalize our findings to other countries/regions.  
 
In terms of future research, it would be useful if similar studies could be conducted in other 
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Figure 1. A framework for assessing entrepreneurial performance outcomes (EPOs) 










Table 1: Summary statistics and correlation matrix (n=200) 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1. Gender 1           
2. Management experience  -0.16 1          
3. Start-up experience -0.20 0.47 1         
4. Industry experience -0.23 0.54 0.35 1        
5. Financial capital -0.08 -0.07 0.16 -0.02 1       
6. Social capital  -0.07 0.08 0.12 0.16 0.1 1      
7. Growth goal -0.08 0.23 0.15 0.34 -0.02 0.22 1     
8. Money invested -0.09 0.16 0.21 0.20 0.03 0.01 0.10 1    
9. Time invested -0.16 0.16 0.14 0.12 0.05 -0.02 0.10 0.05 1   
10. Growth outcome -0.09 0.31 0.14 0.04 0.01 -0.09 0.22 0.45 0.45 1  
11. Industry -0.04 0.02 -0.19 -0.23 -0.2 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 0.07 0.12 1 
Mean 0.40 15.21 12.69 0.95 4320 1.31 10.05 50.96 59272 1.73 0.72 
Standard deviation 0.49 17.89 14.41 1.72 24613 1.48 39.59 66.74 24543 7.21 0.45 
Note: Correlations above 0.14 are significant at p<0.05. 
 
 
